Cortes asked them how it was that with so many warriors as they said came down on them they had never been entirely conquered. They answered that although the Mexicans [Triple Alliance] sometimes defeated them and killed them, and carried off many ... for sacrifice, many of the enemy were also left dead . . and others made prisoners, and that they [Triple Alliance] never could come so secretly that they [the Tlaxcalans] did not get some warning, and that ... they mustered all their forces and with the help of... Huexotzinco they defended themselves and made counter attacks. That as all the provinces ... raided by Montezuma and placed under his rule were ill disposed towards the Mexicans ... they did not fight with good will; indeed, it was from these very men that they [the Tlaxcalans] received warnings, and for this reason they had defended their country ....
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JOURNAL OF ANTHROPOLOGICAL RESEARCH not have accepted so earnestly the [Spanish] request to go against the Mexicans ... ; [an] other is the emnity, which was mortal and terrible, that they [Mexica and Tlaxcalteca] had, for never did they form kinship at all between them, neither through marriage nor by any other means . . . rather the word Mexicans was odious and detestable to them, as was the word Tlaxcalans to [the Mexica]; because it is . . . well-known that in all other provinces they married one another. Mufioz Camargo (1892:109-10) blames the Triple Alliance, especially Tenochtitlin, for beginning the intervalley hostilities and portrays his native Tlaxcala as the innocent victim. He has Tlaxcala sending ambassadors to Tenochtitlin to ask "what had been the cause for their bringing war, there being no reason for it." In response, the (unnamed) Tenochca king supposedly proclaimed himself "Universal Lord of the whole World" and offered the Tlaxcalans the opportunity to submit peacefully as tributaries-lest he "come upon them." The Tlaxcalans reportedly replied that "they would die before such a thing happened," whereupon the Triple Alliance "came to corral them within a few years within their own lands" and "kept them shut in more than sixty years" before the Spaniards arrived.9
In summary, Harner's (1977a:131) and Soustelle's (1970:101) prima facie case for the hypothesis that the intervalley Flowery War was a direct, treaty-based, sheerly ritual response to the famine of 1 Rabbit (1454) is difficult to sustain when we examine all of the major ethnohistorical sources, rather than a few carefully selected ones (cf. Aztec-Tepaneca War (see Isaac 1983 ). Ixtlilx6chitl (1965:195, ch Second, these kingdoms were fringed by rugged mountains in which it was much easier to mount a defense than to launch an offense; even when battles began on lower ground, the defending force could retreat to the mountains as a final tactic. More importantly, Mufioz Camargo (1892:111-12, 117) states that Tlaxcala, at least, packed its mountainous frontiers with refugees from the Triple Alliance's other wars. Besides "paying tribute and rent," these refugees "had to be continually at arms and on guard as defenders of their lands"; indeed, they seem to have absorbed the first onslaught of attack from any quarter.
Third, at least part of the region was fortified; again, our only detailed information is on Tlaxcala, but there is no reason to believe that it was unique in this regard Fifth, and related to the last point, the Triple Alliance was never free to concentrate its might upon the Tlaxcala-Pueblan Valley for any extended period. Internally, owing to the rapidity of its territorial expansion, the alliance was rife with rebellion; no sooner was unrest quashed in one quarter than it broke out in another, to be extinguished with massive force and horrifying brutality (Isaac 1983 2. Gibson (1971:393) estimates the population of the total territory controlled by the Triple Alliance in 1519 at nine million, although some present estimates are much higher. Gibson (1952:142) estimates the population of the Tlaxcalan region at "perhaps 500,000" in 1519; this figure is perhaps too high. Davies (1968:94-96 . Thus these three authors cannot be treated as independent sources and cannot be used as a check on one another. At the same time, we must not exaggerate the element of overlap; see below for substantial differences among these three sources. These differences reflect the fact that Durain spent virtually his whole life researching Aztec history, oral as well as written, and brought the fruits of this extensive research to bear upon his own historical treatise, even though he says he followed the general outline of the Chronicle X. Similarly, Tezoz6moc interviewed knowledgeable elders and sought out historical documents in addition to the Chronicle X to inform his own writing.
Because many readers will not have access to the same editions of Durain and Tezoz6moc that I am using, I have cited chapters as well as pages in these crucial works. I have done the same with citations from Ixtlilx6chitl (1965) . The chapters in all three are so short that their enumeration provides an effective guide to other editions. 7. Tezoz6moc often presents problems of interpretation as well as of translation. The difficult passage rendered here in English reads in the original: "guerra cruel con ellos, para tener vasallage de ellos y tener que sacrificar ai nuestros dioses; . . . con estos vasallos har6mos gran hacienda de sacrificios y rentas, riquezas y bienes, .. 
